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1.Introduction
FourorfiveyearsbeforethelaunchoftheInternationalCorpusofLearnerEnglish
(ICLE)projectattheCenterforEnglishCorpusLinguistics,UniversityofLouvain,Belgium
in1990,acolectionofEnglishcompositionsbyJapaneseuniversitystudentshadalready
startedatShowaWomen・sUniversity.Thatwasthestartofourlongcommitment,of
almost25years,tolearnercorpora.TheICLEJapaneseSub-Corpus(ICLE-J)wasincluded
intothewritten languagecorpusICLE version 2in theyear2009.And theLouvain
InternationalDatabaseofSpokenEnglishInterlanguage(LINDSEI)JapaneseSub-Corpus
(LINDSEI-J)wasincludedintothespokenlanguagecorpusLINDSEIintheyear2010.A
CD-ROM wasincludedinboth.
DuringtheprocessofcompilingICLEandLINDSEIcorpora,manystudiesbasedon
thosecorporawerealsoadministered.Inthispaper,Iwouldliketoreview sixofmyown
studieswhichshowsomecommonfeaturesinJapaneseuniversitystudents・Englishinsuch
awaythatIcanpresentacertaindirectionforEnglishlanguageteachinginJapan.
2.StudiesBasedonICLE-J
TheICLE-Jcontains366argumentativeessaysandintotalthereare198,241wordsand
eachessaycontains542wordsonaverage.Basedon20random sampleratingsonthebasis
oftheCommonEuropeanFrameworkofReferenceforLanguages(CEF),18essayswereB2
andlower,and2essayswereC1levels(Grangeretal.2009).
―２―
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InternationalDatabaseofSpokenEnglishInterlanguage(LINDSEI),respectively,whichhave
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interlanguagefeaturesamongthem.ThepresentpaperexploresspecialfeaturesofJapanese
universitystudents・EnglishinterlanguageandtriestopresentadirectionofEnglishlanguage
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21.Articles
ThefirststudyI・dliketointroduceisonarticleuse.Thefolowingshowsabrief
summaryofthestudy(Kaneko2007).
ResearchQuestions:
1.Whicharticleerrortype(substitution,redundancy,missing)isthemostfrequentamong
Japaneselearners?
2.Arethereanydifferencesaccordingtotheirarticleproficiencyinthewaythelearners
makeerrors?
3.Inwhatlanguagecontextarethearticleerrorsmostfrequent?
Participants:Advancedlevel(3rdand4thyear)Japaneseuniversitystudents
Data:Error-TaggedICLE-J
Analysis:
1.Frequencyandconcordanceanalyseswereundertakentoascertaintheextenttowhich
thelearnersusedthearticlescorrectlyandtodistinguishtheerrortypes.
2.Theessaysweregrouped into 3 levels(・poor・,・mid・ and ・good・)based on the
correctnessofarticleuse.
3.Thelinguisticcontextswherethearticleswereusedweremanualychecked.
Results:
1.Missingerrorswerethemostfrequentingeneralandtheuseofdefinitearticlewas
moreaccuratethanthatofindefinitearticles.
2.The・poor・grouphadextremelyfrequentmissingerrors.The・mid・grouphadmore
substitutionerrorsandlessdefinitearticleredundancyerrorsthanthe・poor・group.The
・good・grouphadlessfrequenterrorsinbothkindsofarticles,butstilhadmoreerrors
inindefinitearticlesthanindefinitearticles.
3.Mostfrequenterroneoususetookplaceinthebasicgrammaticalfunctionsofarticles.
ThecolectionofICLE-JwascompletedbytheICLEJapaneseteam partlybeingfunded
bytheJapanSocietyforthePromotionofScienceScientificResearchFund.Theteam also
compiled130randomlyselectederror-taggedessaysfrom ICLE-J.Theerror-taggedICLE-J
containsjustabout50,000words(with70,507tokensand5,096types).Thisstudyanalyzed
thearticleerrortypesandthecontextoftheerrors,forexample,grammaticalfunctionsof
thearticles,distancebetweenthearticlesandnounsandsoforth.
Chart1showsthatamongthethreeerrortypes,missingerrorswerethemostfrequent
ingeneral.
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Chart2furthershowsthat・poor・groupshadmanymissingerrors,butinthecaseof
・mid・group,theyhadlotsofsubstitutionerrors.The・good・grouphadtheleastfrequent
errorsthroughoutal theerrortypesinbothindefiniteanddefinitearticles.However,
indefinitearticleerrorsweremoreconsistentthandefinitearticleerrorseveninthe・good・
group.
Asfortheerrorfrequencyindifferentlanguagecontexts,thestudentsmademore
errorswhenthearticleswereusedinbasicgrammaticalfunctions(theindefinitearticlesto
introduceanew specificornon-specificentity in discourse,andthedefinitearticleto
indicateanaphoricandindirectanaphoricreference).Thissuggeststhatthelearnershave
difficulty in distinguishing countableand uncountablenouns.In addition,thedata is
suggestingthattheshorterdistancebetweenthearticlesandthetargetnounsusedin
idiomsorlexicalphrasesworkasfavorablefactorforcorrectuse.
AmongthetotalgrammarerrorsintheError-TaggedICLE-J,articleerrorswerethe
mostfrequentandtheywereabout16％,whileverbandnounerrorswereabout11％ and
9％,respectively.Articles are realy difficultfor learners with a Japanese language
background.In thissense,although thearticleerrorsaresaidtobelocalerrorsand
erroneoususesofarticlesdonotusualyleadtoseriousmiscommunication,morecorrectuse
wilberequiredinwritingbyuniversitylevelstudents.Especialy,Japanesestudentsneed
tobeawareofthebasicfunctionsofarticles(i.e.,theisdefiniteanda,anareindefinite).
Atthesametime,theyneedtousemoresetphraseswhichoftenincludearticlesinthem
―４―
Chart2.ComparisonofErrorFrequencybytheThreeGroups
GRS
IndefiniteArticles(a,an) DefiniteArticle(the) AVERAGE
CU/
10,000
IncorrectUse/10,000 CU/
10,000
IncorrectUse/10,000 CU/
10,000
IU/
10,000Sub. Red Miss. Total Sub. Red. Miss. Total
POOR 5,241 422 60 4,278 4,759 6,446 393 1,157 2,004 3,554 6,138 3,862
MID 7,554 1,591 208 647 2,446 7,926 1,244 752 234 2,074 7,794 2,206
GOOD 8,800 320 0 400 720 9,644 57 89 207 355 9,540 460
Notes)Sub.＝substitution Red.＝redundancy Miss.＝missing CU＝CorrectUse IC＝IncorrectUse
Chart1.FrequencyofArticleErrorsper10,000Words
Articles CorrectUse
IncorrectUse
Substitution Redundancy Missing Total
Indefinite
a 7,562 544 172 1,723 2,438
an 6,583 955 201 2,261 3,417
Average 7,435 597 175 1,792 2,565
Definite the 7,884 239 626 1,252 2,116
TotalAverage 7,735 358 476 1,431 2,265
sothattheywilhavemorechancestonoticetheexistenceofarticlesinEnglish.
22.BoundPrepositions
ThesecondstudyI・dliketoreviewisonboundprepositions,especialytheonesusedin
・verbplusboundpreposition・combinations.Thefolowingshowsabriefsummaryofthe
study(Kaneko2008).
ResearchQuestions:
1.Isthereanydifferenceinthefrequencyofprepositionerrorsaccordingtowhetherthe
prepositionisusedinfreeorboundcombinations?
2.Inthecaseofboundprepositionswithverbs,wheretheformisrealizedas・verbplusbound
preposition,・isthereanyeffectofthephrasemeaningonthecorrectnessofuse?
Participants:AdvancedlevelJapanese,French,GermanandItalianuniversitystudents
Data:ICLE Japanese,French,German andItalian Sub-CorporaandLouvain Corpusof
NativeEnglishSpeakers(LOCNESS)
Analysis:
1.Thefrequencyofprepositionerrorsinboundandfreecombinationswerecountedandthe
errortypeswerecategorizedintothreetypes(missing,redundancy,andsubstitution).
2.Theprepositionerrorsin・verbplusboundpreposition・combinationswerecategorized
accordingtothesemanticdomainsdesignatedinBiberetal.(1999).
3.Thefrequency ofboundprepositionsin thecombination in ICLE Japanese,French,
GermanandItalianSub-CorporawascomparedtothatinLOCNESS.
Results:
1.Thereweremoreerrorsinboundprepositionsthaninfreeprepositions.Redundancy
errorsonlyemergedinprepositionsin・verbplusboundpreposition・combinations.
2.AlthoughJapanesestudentsusedmorecommunicationdomain(ex.talkto)in・verbplus
boundpreposition・combinationscomparedtostudentswithotherlanguagebackgrounds,
erroneoususesofarticleswerealsothemostfrequentinthiscombination,especialyin
passivevoicepattern(ex.beexpressedin).
Thefrequencyoferrorsinboundandfreecombinationswerecountedandtheerror
typeswerecategorizedastowhethertheyweremissing,redundancyorsubstitutionerrors
asshowninChart3.
Then preposition errorsin bound combinationswerecategorized according to the
semanticdomainsexpressedbythecombinationbasedonLongmanGrammarofSpokenand
WrittenEnglish(1999).ThecategoriesbyBiberetal.(1999)are・activity・,・communication・,
・mental・,・causative・,・occurrence・,and,・existenceorrelationship.・Atthesametime,
frequencyofboundprepositionsinICLE-Jandintheother3sub-corpora(French,German
―５―
andItalian)wascomparedtothatinLOCNESS.Chart4showsthecomparisonoffrequency
of・verbplusboundpreposition・combinationsbywritersofvariousL1backgroundsbased
onthesemanticdomainsforevery10,000words.Itclearlyshowsthatthefrequencyofuse
amongthesixsemanticdomainsistheleastamongJapanesestudentscomparedtostudents
with other language backgrounds and Japanese students used the ・verb plus bound
preposition・combinationsincommunicationdomainalmostasoftenasthestudentswith
theotherL1backgroundsandnativespeakers(NSs).However,atthesametime,whenthe
frequencyoferroneoususewascounted,thefrequencywasthehighestinthecommunication
domain,especialywhenthesentenceswereinthepassivevoice.
Inthisstudy,anadhocquestionnairewasadministeredtofindouthow thestudents
decidedtouseacertainverbor・verbplusboundpreposition・combinationsinsentences.
TheresultwasthatJapanesestudentsuseprepositionsanalyticaly,basedontheoriginal
meaningoftheprepositionseveninthecaseofboundprepositions.Theyaresofamiliar
with theanalyticalapproach tolearning English thatthey try tounderstandal the
prepositionsasfreeforms.TheydonotcarealotaboutusingEnglishphrasesasaset.
―６―
Chart3.FrequencyofBoundvs.FreePrepositionErrorsinError-TaggedICLE-J
asObligatoryContext100％
ErrorTypes
BoundPrepositionErrors Free
Preposition
Errors
Total
ErrorsXNPR XADJPR XVPR XPRCO Total
Missing 41 12 98 5 156 92 248
Redundancy 0 0 31 0 31 32 63
Substitution 19 2 38 0 59 22 81
Total 60 14 167 5 246 146 392
Notes) XNPR＝Lexico-Grammar,Nouns,DependentPreposition
XADJPR＝Lexico-Grammar,Adjectives,DependentPreposition
XVPR＝Lexico-Grammar,Verbs,DependentPreposition
XPRCO＝Lexico-Grammar,Prepositions,Complementation
Chart4.ComparisonofFrequencyofXVPRbyWritersofVarious
L1BackgroundsBasedontheSemanticDomains
23.LexicalPhrases
ThelaststudyonICLE-Jisaboutthecharacteristicsintheuseoflexicalphrasesby
Japaneseuniversitystudentscomparedtonativespeakers.Thefolowingshowsabrief
summaryofthestudy(Kaneko2005).
ResearchQuestions:
1.How doestheratiooffunctionwordsandcontentwordsusedbyJapaneselearnersof
EnglishcomparetothatbyNSs?
2.HowdoestheuseoflexicalphrasesbyJapaneselearnersofEnglishcomparetothatby
NSs?
3.WhatarethetypicalfeaturesoferrorsseenintheuseoflexicalphrasesbyJapanese
universitystudents?
Participants:AdvancedlevelJapaneseuniversitystudents
Data:ICLE-J,Error-taggedICLE-J,LOCNESS,FLOB(TheFreiburg-LOB(TheLancaster-
Olso/Bergen)Corpus),FROWN(TheFreiburg-BrownCorpus-TheStandardSampleof
Present-DayAmericanEnglish),andWC (TheWelingtonCorpusofWrittenNew
ZealandEnglish)
Analysis:
1.Thefrequencyoffunctionandcontentwordsseeninthetop50wordsinICLE-Jwas
comparedtothoseseeninfournativespeakercorpora.
2.Twotosix-gramsofthefivecorporawereanalyzedusingacomputeranalysistool,
ColocatebyBarlow(2004).
Results:
1.ThepercentageoffunctionwordsusedbyJapanesestudentswastheleastcomparedto
thatoftheNSs.
2.LOCNESS,FLOB,Frown,andWCshowahighlevelofconformanceamongthem asfor
thekindsoflexicalphrasesused,whileJapanesesub-corpusshowsonlyalow levelof
conformancewiththem.
3.ThefrequencyandvariationoflexicalphrasesusedbyJapanesestudentsweremuchless
thanthoseintheNScorpora,becausethelearners:a)useddifferentsetsoflexical
phrasesfrom NSs(ex.whatIwanttosay,Ithink),b)didn・tuselexicalphrasesin・p
atterns(ex.as～as)・whichcouldbeappliedtoavarietyofexpressions,c)overused2-
gramsandunderusedmorethan3-grams,andd)oftenuseddirectexpressionslikeI
wantto,whileNSsusedindirectoneslikeI・dliketo.
First,thefrequencyoffunctionandcontentwordswerecomparedbylookingatthetop
50wordsinthecorpora.Chart5showstheresult.
Although Japanesestudentslearn both function wordsand contentwordsin the
―７―
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Chart5.FrequencyofFunctionWordsandContentWordsSeenintheTop50Words
CORPUS NNS NS
WordTypes
Japanese British American Australian
ICLE-J FLOB Brown LOCNESS WSC
Content
Words
noun 7 0 0 1 0
verb 12 9 9 7 10
adj. 2 1 1 1 1
adv. 4 3 3 4 4
total 25(50％) 13(26％) 13(26％) 13(26％) 15(30％)
Function
Words
prep. 7 9 9 9 9
pron. 6 14 16 12 13
art. 2 3 3 3 3
conj. 8 7 6 7 7
aux. 2 2 2 4 1
inter. 0 2 1 2 2
total 25(50％) 37(74％) 37(74％) 37(74％) 35(70％)
Chart6.ComparisonofLexicalPhrasesintheFiveCorpora
Category
Grams
CommoninNS&
NNScorpora
Appearingonlyin
morethan3NScorpora
Appearingonlyin
JapaneseCorpus
2-grams haveto suchas
outof
morethan
forexample
eachother
notonly
soon
Ithink
3-grams alotof
inorderto
aswelas
afactthat
anumberof
intermsof
infrontof
acoupleof
asaresult
aseriesof
as＊ as
andsoon
moreandmore
4-grams atthesametime
ontheotherhand
inthecaseof
foralongtime
inthefirstplace
forthefirsttime
itissaidthat
others whatIwanttosay
itwilbepossibletosay
classroom,theyunderusedfunctionwords.Theyusedfewerfunctionwordscomparedtothe
fournativespeakercorpora,too.Thesametendencywasseeninthefrequencyandvariation
oflexicalphrasesintheuseof・patterns・(ex.as～as)andmorethan3-grams.Chart6
showsthecomparisonoftheiruse.
Asfortheuseoflexicalphrases,theNSsshow ahigh rank orderagreementin
frequencyoftheuseoflexicalphrasesamongthegroup,however,Japanesestudentsshow
farlessagreementwiththem.ThelexicalphrasesusedbyJapanesestudentsaremainlyin
twograms.Inaddition,thelexicalphrasesusedbythem areverydifferentfrom theones
seeninNScorpora.Forexample,IthinkandwhatIwanttosaywerefrequentlyusedby
them butthephrasewasnotlistedatalinChart6inthenativespeaker・scolumn.
ThelessfrequentuseoffunctionwordsbyJapanesestudentsstronglyrelatestothe
lessfrequentuseoflexicalphrasesusedbythem.Themorefocusonfunctionwordsand
alsoonlexicalphraseswhichcontainthoseinclassroom activitieswildefinitelybewhatis
neededforEnglishteachinginJapan.
3.StudiesonLINDSEI
LINDSEIisacomplementaryprojecttoICLE,whichcompilesadvancedleveluniversity
students・spokenEnglish.Thekeyobjectiveoftheprojectistocolectcomparabledata
amongthestudentsofvariousL1backgrounds.Thedatawascolectedfrom about15-
minuteinterviews.Atfirst,theparticipantwasrequestedtochooseatopicandtalkabout
it.Thentheintervieweraskedquestionsrelatedtowhattheparticipanthadspokenabout,
andalsoaboutmoregeneraltopics,forexample,lifeatuniversity,hobbies,futurejobs,etc.
Inthesecondhalfoftheinterview,theparticipantwasaskedtolookatfourpictureswhich
madeupashortstory.
31.PastTenseForms
ThefirststudyonLINDSEI-Jisabouttheuseofpasttenseforms.Thefolowing
showsabriefsummaryofthestudy(Kaneko2004).
ResearchQuestions:
1.Towhatextentdolearnersusethepasttenseformscorrectly?
2.Whatkindofqualitativefeaturesareshowninlearners・errors?
Participants:AdvancedlevelJapaneseuniversitystudents
Data:Fifteenoutof51LINDSEI-J
Analysis:
1.Thefourtypesofverbs(irregular,regular,beverbs,andauxiliary)werecodedfor
correctandincorrectuseandthecorrectnessratioswerecompared.
2.Theconditionsforthecorrectuseofthoseverbsareexplored.
―９―
Results:
1.Irregularverbswereusedmorecorrectlythanregularverbsintokens.
2.Theerroneoususewasoften causedby themeaning oftheverbs.In addition,the
amountofinput,whetherlearnedinchunksorbyrules,theexistenceofpasttense
marker(forexample,conjunctionwhen),andthepositioninthesentenceseem toaffect
thecorrectnessratio.
Theaim ofthestudywastofindthecorrectnessratioofthepasttenseformsandsome
qualitativefeaturesoftheuse.Thepercentageofthefourtypesofpasttenseverbscoded
forcorrectandincorrectuseisshowninChart7.
Irregularverbswereusedmorecorrectlythanregularverbsintokens.Onereasonformore
correctuseofirregularverbsintokensbutnotintypescouldbethatthelearnersuseda
smalersetofirregularverbsmanytimes.
Chart8showstheaveragerank ofcorrectnessofthethreetypesofregularand
irregularverbs.Inthechart,thelessthenumeralsare,thehighertherankorder.Thus,the
irregulareventverbswereusedmostcorrectly.
Itwasalsofoundthatverbsoftentaughtandpracticedinclassroomsandusedwithother
markerswhichletthelearnersnoticethe・past-ness・,wereusedmorecorrectlythanthe
otherverbswithouttheseconditions.
Thefactthatirregularverbswereusedmorecorrectlythanregularverbsiswhatis
expectedaccordingtotheformerstudies(e.g.Bardovi-Harlig,1992).However,whenthe
correctnessratiowascountedbytypes,itisinterestingtoknowthatsincevarietiesofthe
irregularverbsarenotenough,theJapanesestudentsusedregularverbsmorecorrectly.
32.MotherTongueUse
ThesecondstudyonLINDSEI-Jisaboutmothertongueuse.Thefolowingshowsa
―10―
Chart7.PercentageofCorrectUsesoftheFourTypesofVerbs
WordCount
Types
Regular
Verbs
Irregular
Verbs
BeVerbs Auxiliaries Total
Tokens 64.4％ 65.7％ 50.4％ 53.1％ 59.2％
Types 58.2％ 54.7％ 50.0％ 50.0％ 54.8％
Chart8.ComparisonoftheAverageRankofCorrectness
TypesofVerbs States Activities Events
RegularVerbs 20.38 18.00 13.53
IrregularVerbs 23.75 14.60 12.60
briefsummaryofthestudy(Kaneko2009).
ResearchQuestions:
1.TowhatextentisL1usedinL2speechbyJapaneseuniversitystudents?
2.WhatarethefunctionsoftheL1inL2speech?
3.WhatarethedifferencesintheuseofL1accordingtothespeakers・proficiencylevels?
Participants:Japaneseadvancedleveluniversitystudents
Data:LINDSEI-J
Analysis:
1.AltheL1inthedataweretaggedinthreecategories(contentwords,interjections,and
speakers・internalmonologues).
2.FrequencyofL1ineachcategorywascalculatedandtherelationshipbetweentheuseof
L1andthestudents・Englishproficiencylevelswereexplored.
Results:
1.OneL1wordwasusedinevery267words(about0.4％),andinevery36turns(about
3％).
2.L1contentwordswereusedwhen thespeakercouldn・tfindappropriateL2words.
AbundantuseofL1interjectionswasnoticeable.
3.Thelowergroupusedmoreinterjectionsthantheuppergroup.Theuppergroupused
morevariousL1contentwordsthanthelowergroup.
Inthisstudy,thefunctionsofL1inL2speechanddifferencesintheL1useaccording
tothespeakers・proficiencylevelswereexplored.
First,theL1wordsandphrasesinthedatawerecategorizedintothreegroups(content
words,interjections,andspeakers・internalmonologues)accordingtohow theL1wasused
inthedata.Then,thefrequencyofL1ineachcategorywascomparedtothestudents・
Englishproficiencylevels.
Chart9showsthefrequencyofL1use.
FurtherstudyisnecessarytosaywhetherornottheL1useisfrequent,butsince
studentsknew thattheinterview wouldbeadministeredinEnglish,Ishouldsaythatthe
ratioof0.4％ showsthatthestudentsusedalotofL1words.Itwasunexpectedthatthere
―11―
Chart9.FrequencyofL1UseAccordingtotheThreeFunctions
ContentWords
Interjections
Internal
Monologues
Total
noun verb adjective adverb
22(14.6％) 1(0.7％) 1(0.7％) 1(0.7％)
111(73.5％) 15(9.9％) 151(100.0％)
25(16.6％)
Note)Thenumbersinthe()showthe％ inthetotalfrequency.
weresomanyL1interjectionsinthedata.
Chart10showsthatthestudentsinthelowergroupusedmoreJapaneseinterjections
thantheadvancedlevelstudentsandgradualythefrequencyofL1interjectionslessened.
TheabundantuseofL1interjectionsinthelowerproficiencygroupsuggeststhatthey
oftensearchfortheappropriateexpressionstocontinuetalking.TheuseofL1interjections
likeetto,ummtto,ornanndakkeoftenblocksasmoothcommunicationflowinEnglish.This
againsuggeststhatsincethestudentsdidn・thaveampletimetocommunicateinL2,they
naturalyusedL2interjectionsinspeeches.TheyconnectL2wordsandphrasesjustlike
puttingpuzzlepiecestogether.
33.NegativeEmotionVocabulary
ThelaststudyonLINDSEI-Jaimedforfindingoutapragmaticaspectoflanguage.
Thefolowingshowsabriefsummaryofthestudy(Kaneko2003).
ResearchQuestions:
1.How doEnglishlearnerswithdifferentL1backgroundsuseEnglishnegativeemotion
vocabularyandthestrategiesaccompanyingtheexpressions,comparedtonativespeakers
ofEnglish?
2.IsthereacorrelationbetweentheirEnglishproficiencyandthefrequencyofthestrategy
use?
Participants:Japanese,ChineseandFrenchadvancedleveluniversitystudentsandnative
speakersofEnglish
Data:LINDSEIJapanese,Chinese,andFrenchSub-corporaaswelasLLC(TheLondon-
LundCorpus)andWC
Analysis:
1.Vocabularyusedforexpressing・anger・,・surprise・,・anxiety・,and・grief・weretagged
inthedataandthefrequencyoftheuseswerecomparedamongthethreesub-corpora.
2.Thestrategiesusedforexpressingnegativeexpressionsweregroupedbasedonemotional
expressionstrategiesbyRintel(1984).
―12―
Chart10.FrequenciesofL1UseAccordingtotheThreeFunctionsinUpper&LowerGroups
ContentWords
Interjections
Internal
Monologues
Total
gs. noun verb adjective adverb
U
21.1％ 1.8％ 1.8％ 1.8％
57.9％ 15.8％ 100.0％
sub-total26.3％
L
10.6％ 0.0％ 0.0％ 0.0％
83.0％ 6.4％ 100.0％
sub-total10.6％
Notes)U＝uppergroup L＝lowergroup
Results:
1.Theuseoftheemotionvocabularydifferedaccordingtothelearners・languagebackgrounds.
Japanesestudentsshowedatendencytopreferlessface-threateningexpressions.Onthe
whole,thelearnersexploitlessvariousexpressionsthanNSs.
2.Strategiesforexpressing negativeemotionsalsodifferedaccording tothelearners・
linguisticbackgroundsandJapanesestudentsusedminimizersmostfrequentlyamong
thethreegroups.
3.Englishproficiencylevelaswelasthefrequencyoftheexpressionandofaccompanying
supportingstrategiesdidnotseem tocorrelate.
Theuseofnegativeemotionvocabularyandthestrategiesaccompanyingtheexpressionsby
Japanese,ChineseandFrenchstudentswerecomparedtothatbynativespeakersinthis
study.ThestudyalsocheckediftherewasanycorrelationbetweentheJapaneselearners・
Englishproficiencyandthefrequencyofstrategiesused.
Chart11clearlyshowsthatthefrequencyoftheuseofemotionvocabularydifferedaccordingto
thelearners・L1background.Japanesestudentsshowedatendency topreferlessface-
threateningexpressions.Forexample,theyusedIam angryorsomeoneisangry,while
Frenchstudentsusedyouareawfuloritisawfulmoreofteninexpressinganger.Thefact
thatJapaneseculturedoesnotpreferface-threateningexpressionsmayhavelimitedthe
rangeofexpressionsutilizedinaccordancewiththeirlimitedEnglishproficiency.
Asforthestrategyuse,thereseemstobethesametendencyasshowninChart12.
Japanesestudentsusedminimizers(forexample,kindoforalittle)mostfrequentlyamong
thethreegroups.
Thepercentagesshownwithoutbracketsinthechartindicatetheratiooftheuseofthe
targetstrategyamongthetotalfrequencyofthestrategiesusedinthetargetcorpus.The
percentagesshownwithbracketsindicatetheratiooftheuseofthetargetstrategiesamong
thetotalfrequencyofthetargetemotionvocabulary.
―13―
Chart11.FrequencyofEmotionVocabularyinFiveCorporaper10,000Words
Corpora
Emotions
Japanese Chinese French LLC WC
Anger 5.16 6.85 6.55 0.32 2.22
Surprise 4.39 1.27 1.02 0.05 0.59
Anxiety 3.61 3.34 2.94 0.13 1.25
Grief 0.28 2.07 2.71 0.07 0.58
Total 13.41 13.53 13.22 0.58 4.65
Ingeneral,thelearners・repertoireofnegativeemotionalexpressionsandsupporting
strategiesareverylimited.Thisphenomenonisnaturalconsideringthefactthatamongthe
vocabularylearnedinjuniorandseniorhighschoolsinJapan,thevarietiesofadjectivesand
adverbsareextremelylimited,becausethelargerportionofthevocabularylearnedamong
thelimitednumberofvocabularyinthecourseguidebytheMinistryofEducation,Culture,
Sports,ScienceandTechnologyisalottedmoretonounsandverbs.
Finaly,asfortherelationshipbetweenEnglishproficiencylevelandthefrequencyof
theemotionvocabularyanditssupportingstrategiesused,thereweren・tanycorrelations.
4.Summary
Asawhole,therangeofvocabularytypesandexpressionsusedbyJapanesestudents
isverylimitedcomparedtoNSsandstudentswithotherL1backgrounds.Thedistribution
offrequentlyusedvocabularyandlexicalphrasesbyJapanesestudentsareoftenuniqueand
different.
AnimportantfindingwasthatJapaneseICLEandLINDSEI-JssuggestthatJapanese
university students are rule learners.They use English based on their grammatical
knowledgejustlikeputting puzzlepiecestogether.Forthem to utilizetheirEnglish
knowledgeforcommunicationbothspokenandwritten,moregenuineinputandchancesfor
spontaneoususeoflanguageseem tobeindispensable.Inusingspontaneouslanguage,the
learnerswilhavemorechancestonoticethegapbetweentheirowninterlanguageandthe
targetlanguageforms.Anotherimportantfindingwasthatthelearnersfirststartedusing
thetargetlanguagefeatureoccasionalyandthentheuseincreasedwithlotsoferrors.
―14―
Chart12.StrategyUseAttachedtoEachEmotionVocabulary
Corpor
Strategies
Japanese Chinese French LLC WC
Sentence
Structure
Exclamatory
Sentence
6
14.3％
22
12.9％
Modifiers
Intensifier
16
84.2％
47
90.4％
39
69.6％
24
57.1％
101
59.1％
Minimizer
3
15.8％
5
9.6％
5
8.9％
6
14.3％
14
8.2％
Repetition
3
5.4％
3
1.8％
Additional
Words
Oh,(～)
(Ohmy)God
9
16.1％
6
14.3％
31
16.1％
FrequencyofStrategy
19
(36.6％)
52
(61.2％)
56
(47.9％)
42
(41.4％)
171
(33.4％)
FrequencyoftheTarget
Emotion(100.0％)
52 85 117 103 512
Finalywhentheygottoamoreadvancedlevel,theiruseevensoutwithfewererrors.
Thus,under-use,overuseandlevelingoutseem tobeacommonprocessoflearningany
languagefeature.
Itriedtousethecorporain afew differentcombinationstoconductthestudies.
SometimesthestudywassolelybasedontheICLEorLINDSEI-Js,sometimestheresults
gainedfrom thedatafrom Japanesestudentswerecomparedwithcorporacolectedfrom
studentswith otherL1 backgroundsorby severalnativespeakergroups.ICLE and
LINDSEImadethiscomparisoneasybecausetheformatofalthesub-corporaisthesame.
Inusingseveralcorporaforthestudiesincludedinthepresentpaper,error-tagged
ICLE-Jhasbeenagreatsourcefordetectingtheinterlanguagefeaturesofthelearners.In
thenearfuture,althoughit・lrequireaconsiderabledegreeofeffortandtime,inserting
errortagstoaltheICLE-JandLINDSEI-Jdata,Ibelieve,wouldbethenextenterprisefor
theICLEJapaneseteam todoinordertomakethosecorporamoreversatile.
I・dalsoliketoaddthatsincemanystudiessofararedescriptive,explanatorystudies
wouldbethenextstep.However,atthesametime,therearestilthousandsofthingsto
beexploredeven by descriptivestudies.Forexample,ifweintroducethedifferenceof
meaningsexpressed by,say,adverbsor adjectives,suggestionsand findingslead by
descriptivestudiesstilgrowbigger.Inthissense,Ihopethatmanymoreresearchersand
teachersusetheICLE/LINDSEIandtheirJapaneseSub-Corpora,andfindmany more
interestingfactsonlearnerlanguage.
Onelastcommentisthatlanguagespeopleusechangequicklyastimegoesby,and
researchersneedtoadddatainordertokeepthatkindofcorporaupdated.Ontheother
hand,thelanguageacquisitionprocesswilneverchange.Thus,fortunatelyorunfortunately,
theyearsthatourcorpuswilbeasusefulastheyarenowisalmostforever.
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